
My p.r@q&r&uponse is directed mainly at your dditorial. I think the 
biological approach to bacteria should be hasxnered home 2.t every possible 
occasion, However, rr;u~ own experience is that it takes A year to reach a 
prope~phiZuaoph&za;i: understanding of Luria and Delbruck's analyeis. This 
was the main reason (Harry Eagle was the second) for the note "Replica 
plating and indireot selection of bacterial mutants" by 3. .z& E.39. Lederberg, 
which is due of the January 1952 issue of J. Bact. The success of indirect 
..~aductiola obv&ates.'ths.diffieultg you.podte emp~~.~~~~~~&JX#~~;~~I -would not 
,.&o iO*f~ iri-.t&e.%3g@38~ pu2tiffy..#?ur edi&&.& at $&tiS-lat& d&e; but 
I would not be unhappy to have indireat eelection'interp~ted to your Xaeses 
at this or any other occas1on.m (By the way, I think your leg is being pulled 
OV6I' the fOOtnote p.5, U&388 YOU 5eM-l Ynterpretation of the experimental 
results", See p. 493-494 of their &per.) I enclose an essentially final 
draft of the 53. Back to the editorial, w+y don't you use this occa- 
sion to clear up Oraessle & Fietrwski(s paper on the interaction of sm P' 
(J. Bact. 57:449 )? 



%hUewwelre discussing antibiotiss, I'd like to tell you about something 
that's either infuriating or amusing, according to how you look at it. 
You know the paper by Smith, Oginsky, and Umbreit, in the series on sm 
&&&oti:me~~; dealing with metabolism of Sr strains (J. Bact.587861). 
Roger was particularly impressed by the statement that SF strains are not 
improved in growth by aeration. This was not in accord with my own experience, 

2 
titer ~vertiying that our S' were not distingud.&&la by.&% tes%dlrom 
I wrote the Merck people asking for their'&CL~ur&for verAfica$ion. 

So&e tima later, I received their %!urray'! strai5s, s af~&s,~ ~wi.th a. note 
s$ating that the published metabolic differences had. besn.&hecb@bu% not 
the aeration effect: they were busy with other problems. In my hands, the 
s and r strains #ere no dEferant, and 1 wrote baci~ accor&i.hg&. 1%~ astonished 
to receive a reply that they were net a*urprised at this, for they had run 
3&Q Wfi &3& th&&!mrfy taA,#ma 's&me Chair ~prigina3 &peAqe&a..~(fn my 
IF&&j, 'I&W&a: JFhad:.&$&&fdfKl&~.~$& +#t,i-&& tkv&e&@ "&e!!a&$on 

" af$&) .“~~:'I=l&, 'b&M;: t&bit 8fter .lJrmbM ~oa.t~a%ion %!a? 63.x mos. 
home eZ%hu s$mWir di;d,t-gWa rise to'tie ~WHXWM.~ type-& w--X be interested 
to try“.tha%! X&$ a&ig'-!WaE;.&hey ,Ndo:U10~-~‘fii~~~i~~.iS-a m~~I%er of chance 
that tha ti>rganism loses the ability to respond to air". If I could have found 

:. b&k ~f-~i~&f~~&Wi&~ !hf$ .f'i&~t &.h~ti,' ie %d.d not be ~~Lkkbtld.hg. Not to change 
#a e(lbj‘cbck very &r%st;l;9all$+i Z -6arrr p%eaa&$ %o eee ~Xo~ht'e~r~zlW irk PNAS, but 

“& flleh .)& bd,J a&vi, ban ~&-e,:~n~~ae&:',f .: I' ' :'i*t I! : ' ;,,I "F L. ., ;' r 
.,, ", : . . _. '. " : : I ~ . *7 _ . . . . .~ .I ,,, : 

: 3-t' h& #g#d tiea about thh 6. Cercouse :)ae’ kzd4.e&&.nhatJ he read) o 
:.:jwlibtiJh *~~p.&.~&& ,bh 4 ~;',w&'; .%I=& .&& mn-aer&j.c .IlrgsJLz~?&-.-~~ to the 

/: jj&&&yyti bpph r&Wa; aird'raatits fr.uni the .dfrerrtt;aati.un of tu on the 
,. : ;, ts3cStIeUon ~pG$iufJ’:.~ qx$dt@W ,gr &ut,k#s ..are..hbLib 3.0 Sue... selection 
: ,. ~wi~,8C~-.biU~~~a’~l~~-ofr;.15lrcr’-sy~~~ 3~ ‘GX2.thlsx~~~haue been tested 

', j gertje@*&$jI~b&&';‘ Sr *obU %qrhUraat st3lect&or% .wuU-ha* given a 
y ;. 04+y tz#+iq&ti~~i& tcwbru.i, Any-w,c fb~ht tM,$W%a'.gaQia Mea to look 

-au*, .f&+! &f&j&& f&y&J* '. n ,: 1 /_ 7 i ': -.s L )+, ;_ <‘ :< * 
. '. \ 


